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Audit Cultures and Quality Assurance Mechanisms in England: A Case Study of their Perceived Impact on the Work of Academics





Proponents of the concept of the audit culture in UK higher education argue that from the late 1990s onward audit functioned as a form of power control and had a profound effect on academics and their work. Such arguments continued to be made into the early 2000s. Since then, however, the level of external scrutiny surrounding UK academics’ teaching has decreased. This paper presents a case study of academics at a pre-1992 university to examine how they perceived the audit culture and audit-related quality assurance mechanisms. This paper reveals that nearly two thirds of those interviewed considered audit and quality assurance mechanisms as a bureaucratic practice that had little impact on their work. Only about one third found the audit useful for improving undergraduate classroom teaching practice, particularly increasing academics’ awareness of the importance of good teaching.
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Introduction 
Quality as a concept has migrated from the industrial and commercial settings of the 1980s to the domain of higher education (Newton, 2002). Together with quality, a series of quality assessment methods were introduced in England, starting with the Teaching Quality Assessment (TQA; 1993-1995). TQA provided external review and judgment of the quality of teaching and learning at institutional level (QAA, 2003). It was conducted by subject peer reviewers (Taggart, 2004). In 1995, TQA was replaced by Subject Review (1995-2001), which focused on assessing teaching at subject levels (QAA, 2003). There was strong criticism of the Subject Review’s tight management of the university sector, especially in relation to the work of academics. The Subject Review was later replaced by the Institutional Audit of the Quality Assurance Agency for higher education in England (QAA). 
Institutional Audit is a national system conducted at institutional level. It focuses less on directly assessing academic teaching at the subject level, and more on ensuring whether an institution’s quality assurance systems are working effectively to maintain academic standards and quality (Harvey, 2005). Apart from the Institutional Audit, a range of other audit-related quality assurance mechanisms are used to evaluate and assess teaching in England, including the external examining system (Silver, 1995); reviews by Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (QAA, 2006); and the National Student Survey (NSS, 2005). These mechanisms work at the national level to evaluate the strength of quality assurance mechanisms developed within higher education institutions. 

Contrasting views of the function and effects of audit
The prevailing rationale for using quality assurance mechanisms is that effective regulation is capable of “reaching into the inner motives” of the audited institutions (Power, 1997, 54). Audit achieves its impact by stimulating the introduction of various institutional quality assurance mechanisms, because audit works on systems of administrative control within the audited organization (Power, 1997). Shore and Wright (2000) share the view of Power that audit is a kind of administrative control, but they differ by arguing that audit is not only a specific inspection regime, but also a culture that develops as a result of the process of evaluating quality in the higher education sector. Shore and Wright express concern that the audit culture is a power control that may change the way academics conceptualize themselves and lead them to simply comply with the requirements of audit, producing new norms of conduct and professional behaviour in the process. 
The issues of power have made audit a source of controversy (Brennan and Shah, 2000). Like Shore and Wright (2000), some argue that external quality assessment is an excessive power control that has created feelings of powerlessness and constraint among academics (Morley, 2003). There is also a view that audit is a pointless process because it focuses on measurement, external accountability and regulatory control. Academics do not have a sense of ownership of the audit process, and academics do not feel responsible for it (Gosling & D’Andrea, 2001; Harvey, 2005). 
In order to discover whether audit works as power control over the work of academics, and to build on the audit theories developed by Power (1997) and Shore and Wright (2000), this paper first explores how academics perceived the impact of audit and audit related quality assurance mechanisms on four aspects of their work. It then investigates academics’ perception of whether the audit culture and the process of the audit have exerted power over individual academics. It aims to provide a detailed snapshot of audit culture and quality assurance mechanisms from the perspective of academic staff.

Research methods
The study draws on data from interviews with sixty-four academics and substantial document analysis. The researcher adopted theoretical sampling (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) to choose these academics from seven different departments/schools among five faculties in a pre-1992 university in England. The criteria for selecting these academics included their position, rank, gender, years of service, and types of contracts. The study used an interpretative research paradigm (Holliday, 2002) which helped to build gradual pictures of how quality audit affects the work of academics through capturing their perceptions and experiences of quality audit. When analysing and interpreting the data, the researcher sought to remain sensitive to the context of quality audit, aiming to provide an experiential account for readers to reflect on.
     This research differs from previous studies on the audit culture in the UK, such as Power (1997) and Shore and Wright (2000), in two main respects. First, this study differs in its timing. Little research exists that examines the period between the abolition of the Subject Review and the introduction of Institutional Audit. This research examines the experiences of academics during this interim period, particularly at the time when the QAA carried out its first round of Institutional Audit. The timing of this study suggests that the audit is an ongoing process, and demonstrates the perceived impact of the audit culture in the period of the Institutional Audit. Second, this study is much more comprehensive in its coverage of quality assurance mechanisms. The mechanisms studied were established both before and after the QAA was set up.
     Eight quality assurance mechanisms are examined in this research. Four were internally devised and implemented: peer observation; student course evaluation; annual programme review; and the approval system for new and revised programmes and units. The other four mechanisms were externally developed: the QAA Institutional Audit; external examining (see Note 1); the 2005 National Student Survey (NSS; see Note 2); and review by professional, statutory, and regulatory bodies (see Note 3). This paper analyses the perceived effects of these eight mechanisms on four aspects of academic work: undergraduate classroom teaching practice; curriculum development; power relations between academics and students; and the general workload of academics. 

Perceived impact of the audit on the work of academics
Nearly one third of interviewees believed the audit procedures had produced a minor effect on their work. However, the impact was perceived to be closely related to the influence of Subject Review (1995-2001). Most of the interviewees who experienced the Review described it as a tight control over their work and the higher education sector. They believed it looked at a variety of issues such as teaching and learning and sought to judge whether appropriate quality assurance mechanisms were in place. It was felt that Subject Reviewers looked at the work of academics and made them feel involved in the evaluation process. It was regarded by interviewees as having made them pay more attention to their programmes and improved their teaching. For example, a senior administrator recalled the importance of the Review in monitoring the work of academic departments:
I can see Subject Review did enable culture change. … Because now that the Subject Review visits have finished, we have really few opportunities to really work with academic departments … because for Subject Review, everybody knows what they have to do and quite good at it, being prepared for it. (Interviewee 53) 
Interviewee 53 considered that Subject Review had produced culture change among academics and had improved the internal teaching quality assurance processes in the university. The existence of external quality audit since the early 1990s as a continuous, long-term process was still perceived to have had some lasting, but limited, impact on the work of academics. This seemed especially true for undergraduate classroom teaching practice, because the Subject Review process necessitated considerable preparation in order to face external assessment, including teaching observation, from reviewers who were disciplinary peers. This was perceived as a highly pressurizing process by interviewees because it made them feel closely monitored, in contrast with the light touch of the Institutional Audit, which does not include first-hand observation of teaching or scrutiny from disciplinary peers.

Perceived impact on teaching
The literature demonstrates that academics’ views on how the audit affects teaching are varied. On the one hand, there is a widespread criticism that the audit process undermined the quality of teaching and learning that it was designed to monitor and enhance (Gosling and D’Andrea, 2001; Harvey, 2005; Morley, 2003; Srikanthan and Dalrymple, 2003). On the other hand, some argue that increased attention to the quality of teaching was stimulated by external assessments in the UK (Brennan et al., 1997).
Similar views were expressed by interviewees in this study. Five of the sixty-four interviewees refused to comment on the audit because they either considered it too sensitive a topic or suspected that the researcher worked for the QAA. Nine interviewees held a more neutral attitude toward the audit, perceiving it as having both negative and positive impacts on their teaching. Thirty interviewees found the audit made little difference in their teaching practice because it was bureaucratic and ineffective. The remaining twenty interviewees, however, argued that the audit increased awareness of the importance of good teaching and it improved some academics’ teaching practice.

Increased awareness of good teaching 
Twelve interviewees stated that they paid more attention to teaching because the ongoing audit process, from Teaching Quality Assessment to Institutional Audit, motivated them to think about their teaching aims and objectives. As a result they became more reflective about their teaching practice. For example, a teaching fellow in a social science department argued that the audit kept academics on their toes and so stimulated better teaching:
 I think most things will be done better. When they [academics] know that someone is checking. (Pause) If you are going to clean the fridge, for example, when you know that someone is going to check, so you might do it, not just flush the dust. You know someone is checking and marking on it, and you might lose your job, if you don’t do it well, (laughter) then do a better job. (Interviewee 49)
A male lecturer in an engineering department shared this view that the audit would increase academics’ awareness to perform well. He argued that although the audit might be a slow means of fixing problems, it provided opportunities for academics to reflect on their teaching:
Through quality audit, you find out something ... that is problem this year, but you don’t fix it up till next year, so it is quite slow process, but overall, I think it is a good thing in the end, because it makes you think harder about what you do [teaching]. (Interviewee 31)
Of the eight quality assurance mechanisms studied, internal student course evaluation was perceived as the most important one that caused interviewees to think hard about their teaching practice. For example, a female lecturer in a social science department stated that the result of her student course evaluation had increased her opportunities to reflect on teaching which improved her teaching practice and she sometimes changed her approach to topics in class due to the evaluation results:
Sometimes, it [student course evaluation] is really useful, for example, students might think of the topic that they really like to cover in this course. … You teach course work on real politics and a bunch of students say: ‘I really think we should cover this topic and we haven’t covered that.’ Oh, we think: ‘That is a good topic and we could include that, you know,’ so that kind of thing I think is really useful. (Interviewee 21)
     The perceived usefulness of student course evaluation suggests that interviewees attached importance to internal quality assurance mechanisms which are closely module or course related. The increased awareness of the need to improve teaching practice among interviewees suggests that the audit process produced a change in the way some academics think about teaching, similar to the culture change suggested by Shore and Wright (2000). However, the change appears to be much slighter when compared to their depiction, because only one fifth of interviewees in this study claimed they had experienced a culture change in teaching. 

Improved teaching practice
Along with increased awareness of good teaching, about one third of the interviewees argued that the audit process could improve academics’ undergraduate classroom teaching practice. Techniques included implementing standards for teaching; eliminating poor teaching practices; and improving the assessment of student coursework. For example, the head of an art-related department argued the audit was important for implementing minimum standards for teaching:
Well, at the global level, I think that it has helped to make us a bit more sensitive to teaching quality issues, which generally means that nobody thinks it satisfactory to go and give a completely unprepared lecture that is badly organized and so forth. It has implemented the minimum standards for all teaching. (Interviewee 11)
The audit was also perceived as useful in reducing poor teaching practices. For instance, a female teaching fellow in a social science-related department argued that the audit encouraged academics to keep their instructional materials up-to-date and make their teaching current:
I think, without the scrutiny [of the audit.] I think people would be very laid back about their teaching. They would take the programme off the shelf and deliver it again. … I am sure that a lot of people in this university deliver very old material. You know that is not up-to-date. We should try to keep all our materials up-to-date, the current policy, the current practice…. (Interviewee 48)
Interviewee 48 implied that the audit could encourage some academics to stop using out-dated teaching materials and develop new content. Other interviewees believed that audit persuaded academics to keep better records of teaching and provide well-prepared reading lists and handouts, which subsequently made teaching systematic during the audit process. 
Improved feedback to students was perceived to be another change the audit process produced. For example, a professor in a social science department argued that academics began to give students more detailed feedback due to the audit:
I think, most of the quality assurance, in principle, the changes we made, have been good. There is much more written feedback to student than they would receive in the past. For example, if the students give a presentation, you know, ten years ago, they gave a presentation and that is it. Now, we are required to provide a written set of comments on the presentation. It is much more precise checklist and process. That can sometimes be burdensome, but I think in principle, it is a good thing. (Interviewee 42)
     What Interviewee 42 indicated was that the audit motivated some academics to perform better, especially by providing better course comments to students. The perceived change of teaching practice and increased awareness of good teaching suggest that the audit process precipitated a minor change in academic work. This could be because the audit culture and institutional pressure related to the audit increased the possibility that individual academics reflected on critiques of their teaching and made improvements. 

Perceived impact on curricula
Curriculum is closely related to teaching. Some argue that undergraduate curricula in the UK have become market-oriented and outcome-based, due to the increasing influence of outside interests. For example, the QAA prompted a move from subject-based to outcome-based programmes (Barnett, 2000; Barnett et al., 2001; Barnett and Coate, 2005). In order to explore whether the audit and its related quality assurance mechanisms have influenced the undergraduate curriculum, this paper examines curriculum change from the perception of interviewees. It produced two main findings in this respect. 
The first is that very few interviewees agreed that the QAA Institutional Audit had had a significant impact on their curricula. Many academic interviewees were not familiar with, or showed little interest in, the programme specification procedure and the subject benchmarking statements, which the QAA uses to describe the nature and level of academic standards in higher education. More than half of the interviewees who stated that they had good knowledge of the specification argued that it was the curriculum that would affect the specification, not vice versa. For example, a female senior lecturer in politics-related studies emphasized that the specification had no effect on the curricula in her department:
NO! The programme specification follows the curriculum. Intellectual issues and practical issues drive the curriculum and the paper work. We just fill it in and say what we have done. Do you know what I mean? It doesn’t go the other way around. (Interviewee 30)
     Both the specification and the subject benchmarking statements were perceived as having little influence on the curriculum. Most interviewees expressed their belief that it was academics, not the QAA, who shape the curriculum, even in the context of an audit culture.
Interviewees working on vocational courses, however, considered that their professional, statutory and regulatory bodies had influenced their curricula in a more significant way because the professional bodies controlled and validated their curricula. The professional bodies determined which areas of knowledge and skills would be covered, which programmes would be taught, and defined the standards to be met. The professional bodies also prescribed student assessment practices. 
The impact of professional bodies on the curriculum was perceived to vary by subject. Of the seven subjects studied, interviewees from medicine-related courses considered their professional bodies to have more influence on their curriculum than those from computer-related courses. One explanation for this is that computer science is such a fast-developing subject that some requirements from its professional body, the British Computer Society (BCS), might become outdated quickly. Interviewees found it irritating to be required to observe outdated requirements. For example, a male professor expressed his dissatisfaction that his department had to teach some subjects only to meet the BCS’s accreditation:
It [the BCS] makes curriculum worse. We have to teach certain subjects which are completely pointless, but we have to teach them. Students aren’t interested in them. Staff aren’t interested in them. The only people interested in them are themselves (ie the BCS). (Interviewee 39)
     This interviewee did not think the BCS had authority in his discipline because it only represents a very narrow part of the computing industry. Many other academics in his department, however, felt obliged to follow BCS regulations in order to get programmes accredited. Similar reluctance and resentment toward professional bodies did not appear, however, in the medical school. Instead, the majority of interviewees teaching on the medical-related courses were aware that it was important to observe the standardized requirements of professional bodies because the regulations were usually concerned with health and safety.

Perceived impact on power relations between academics and students
In addition to the curriculum, this study examined interviewees’ perceptions of how audit affects power relations between academics and students. This was undertaken because of two main reasons. One is that assessing student work places academics in a unique position to influence the class of degree a student receives, which, in turn, will influence the student’s future career prospects (Johnson, 2000; Macfarlane, 2004). The other reason is that audit, together with the widespread notion of students as customers, has produced a fear that the power relation between academics and students would be changed, because it decreases academics’ privileges and transforms the pedagogic relationship into a commercial transaction (Naidoo and Jamieson, 2003, 2005). This study thus explored whether the audit and its related quality assurance mechanisms were perceived to have changed the academic/student power relation. 
Two thirds of interviewees answered affirmatively when asked whether a power relation existed between academics and students responding that this was because academics knew more about the subjects and academics were in charge of teaching content and marking. Interviewees held different views, however, on whether the audit process would change or had changed this perceived power relation. One third argued that this power relation would change, perhaps toward a more equal relationship, but the change might take a long time. The remainder of interviewees disagreed, arguing that students’ power was not strengthened because academics still held power over students in respect to knowledge and assessment regardless of various evaluation processes. These interviewees, though, were aware that academics needed to become more responsive to the needs of students partly because of the pressure of student course evaluation and the National Student Survey; for example, by providing students with more handouts and making changes to their units. 
Interviewees held different perceptions toward the potential to change power relations. One third of them regarded it as important in helping weed out bad teaching practices. For example, a female lecturer in an art department argued that academics would have to improve their teaching due to the pressure of future evaluations:
For example, I have seen students complaining bitterly year on year about a certain lecturer, who gives terrible lectures, and nothing happened. I think in the future, they will be able to say: ‘look, something has to happen.’ I think their view is less likely to be ignored. (Interviewee 56)
The other two thirds of interviewees expressed concern that if this power relation changed in favour of students, academics would be more accountable and students would be more demanding in terms of their relationship with academics through lectures, course unit content, lecture style, and pastoral care. Nine interviewees were worried that changed power relations would increase the “spoon feeding” of students, which would ultimately decrease the quality of higher education. This phrase implied the provision of a more directive form of teaching that would decrease student independence in the learning process. This approach is represented by the provision of hand-outs, detailed notes, and model answers to assignment questions, for example. 

Perceived impact on workload of academics
Workload is another issue examined in this research. Concern about the workload of academics in the UK has generated a voluminous collection of both theoretical and empirical findings. Some large-scale national surveys, such as the Association of University Teachers survey in 1994 and 2003 (Court, 1996, Kinman & Jones, 2003, Kinman, et al., 2006, and Tytherleigh, et al. 2005) report that academics’ workload is heavy and is becoming heavier. Audit is perceived to have diverted academic staff time towards administrative jobs, and it may have actually undermined the quality of teaching and learning (Morley, 2003; Newton, 2000; Srikanthan and Dalrymple, 2003). However, there was no clear evidence in these studies that the audit itself led to this heavy workload. This study considered the findings of previous research, examined the main causes of heavy workload, and explored whether the audit was perceived as a contributing factor.

Heavy workload 
Fifty-seven out of sixty-four interviewees in this study felt burdened with a heavy workload and found it difficult to balance teaching, research, and administration. In order to deal with a heavy workload, most respondents chose to extend their work out of office hours. This is identical with the finding of Kinman, et al. (2006) and Tytherleigh, et al (2005) that there is a long working hours’ culture among academics in the UK. 
     Interviewees’ length of service influenced their perception of workload to some degree. Academic interviewees who had worked in the university longer than ten years were more likely to claim they were overworked than those who had worked for a shorter time. One reason for this difference was that interviewees with more years of service were expected to become administrators or leaders and to take on more tasks. Another explanation was that when pressure on academics increased, interviewees who were at an early stage of their career were less likely to notice the workload difference. For example, a male professor in charge of undergraduate studies explained that because academics in later career were accustomed to having a lighter workload, it was easy for them to find their current workload getting heavier:
You know, when I first arrived here, I was very inexperienced and I took it [administrative job] for granted, but some old academics said that it was ridiculous to have all these administrative burdens. (Interviewee 5)
     Ten other interviewees shared this view and explained further that most academics in early career stages were those who had just received their PhD. They often held temporary jobs and had no benchmark against which to compare their workload. In order to get permanent jobs, most of them would choose to work hard and complain less about work pressure. 

Main causes of heavy workload  
Three factors greatly contributed to perceived work overload among interviewees: pressure from the Research Assessment Exercise (see Note 4) to carry out research; heavy teaching loads; and significant administrative tasks. The pressure to produce research was regarded as the main cause and accounted for half of the interviewees’ excessive workload. A heavy teaching load was the second most important contributor to one third of the interviewees’ heavy workload. Moreover, nearly one third of interviewees expressed dissatisfaction with administrative burdens, which increased their workload. Six senior manager academic interviewees explained that it was because the complicated mass higher education system in England produced more administrative jobs, but there were few administrators at the departmental level. Academics were thus required to take on more administrative jobs, even though their teaching and research loads were not reduced. 
Many interviewees tended to regard audit-related jobs as administrative work, and counted them among their least desirable tasks because the priority of their work was research and teaching. Only interviewees who took on quality assurance jobs, such as, preparing for the QAA Institutional Audit inspection and working for the approval system for new and revised programmes/units within the university, said that the audit had become the main cause of their heavy workload. Other interviewees, who did not have quality assurance related jobs, did not consider the audit as a cause of their work overload. 

Symbolic regulation of audit 
As well as investigating how the audit had affected the work of academics, this research explores whether the audit was perceived as a power control over individual academics. The interview data suggests that in order to prepare for the audit, especially the QAA Institutional Audit, a university has to establish or improve its internal quality assurance mechanisms and produce paperwork to assure the QAA that its mechanisms work well enough to maintain the quality of teaching. Interviewees perceived the necessity to prepare paperwork and the set up of internal quality assurance mechanisms as representing university compliance with the requirement of the Institutional Audit. There was a sense among them that a bureaucratic power relationship existed between the QAA and their university. 
     However, most interviewees interpreted this power regulation as more symbolic than actual because some quality assurance mechanisms were implemented inconsistently within the departments/schools. They found it easy to ignore the mechanisms, such as, peer observation and annual programme review. Taking peer observation as an example, this was a voluntary procedure in the seven departments/schools studied, despite the fact that it was long established informally at the university. In three departments/schools, few academic staff had been peer observed in the past two years. A consistent view among interviewees was that peer observation was driven by the audit or used for promotion purposes. For example, one interviewee in the faculty of science argued that the main reason for the university to adopt peer observation was to pre-empt anyone external to the university coming to observe their teaching:
There was peer observation for new member of staff who was on probation, but for doing it for everybody. I don’t think every department has been doing it. The suggestion was made to us that if we didn’t start doing it that someone external will come in and do it, so it is internal quality assurance and people like see it as part of the overall quality assurance package. (Interviewee 8)
The perceived close relationship between the audit and peer observation explained the reason why interviewees were unwilling to take part in the observation process unless their department/school ensured it was convenient for them to accomplish or if they used it for promotion purposes. This finding suggests that there was strong resistance from the interviewees towards the audit, which resulted in a ‘game playing’ attitude among them towards audit related work. ‘Game playing’ refers to practices adopted by academics that represent mock or inauthentic compliance. This includes, for example, using language and espousing support for practices, such as peer observation, without believing in the importance of such processes to improve the quality of the student experience in practice.
So far as other quality assurance mechanisms are concerned, additional evidence indicated that they were not implemented consistently due to a lack of interest and commitment among academics. One example is that the university expected each department/school to take the National Student Survey (NSS) seriously by analysing the results in detail and carrying out development work in response to findings. However, only the head of school/department, staff in charge of undergraduate studies within the department/school and faculties, and directors of quality assurance at the faculty level were keenly aware of this survey. The majority of interviewees below these levels had little knowledge of, or showed no interest in, this survey. For instance, a department head confirmed that he only circulated the survey results, and did not discuss it in his department because no one appeared interested:
I think I circulated the results by email … and we didn’t discuss the outcome. I just reported and I didn’t discuss it with my colleagues. I didn’t think they would be interested. (laughter) (Interviewee 11)
     Responses revealed why interviewees lacked interest in the NSS. One reason is that some felt its methods were flawed. For example, some questions in the survey were too generic to identify issues at the course level relevant to the practice of most interviewees’, and the survey sample at the programme level was too small to determine whether the survey result was statistically significant or not. The other reason is that the departments/schools studied had their own student course evaluation instruments in place, which were perceived as more closely related to their teaching than the NSS. Therefore, many academic interviewees considered the survey as “distant” from their work and they did not take it seriously as a result. 

Conclusion 
This study has presented an in-depth account of the different values and perceptions of academics towards audit as a main way to assess the quality of teaching and learning in the university sector. It indicates that the audit remains a source of controversy, because academics hold divided views as to how the audit has affected their work. Two thirds of the interviewees described the audit as an ineffective and bureaucratic practice, because the priority of their work is teaching and research, instead of audit related jobs. This finding suggests that many academics believe it is important to maintain their autonomy, freedom, and professional status in the context of an audit culture. Therefore there was resistance to the audit among academics, which produced game playing attitudes towards some audit related quality assurance mechanisms, such as the NSS. The remaining one third of interviewees perceived the audit as important, particularly in increasing academics’ awareness of the importance of good teaching. The perceived impact on teaching suggests that the process of the audit has brought about a culture change relating to how to teach well among academics. This culture change, however, appears to be much slighter when compared with that proposed by Shore and Wright (2000). 





1.	External Examining System is a major feature of higher education in the UK and a key mechanism for ensuring that standards are maintained and comparable across higher education.
2.	2005 National Student Survey is a national initiative across all publicly-funded higher education institutions in the UK. It aims to gather the feedback on the quality of students' courses and helps inform the choices of future applicants to higher education. The first full-scale survey took place in 2005. 
3.	Professional, Statutory and Regulatory bodies offer the only means of obtaining a license to practice a particular profession. Its accreditation may exempt graduates of the programme from further examination or assessment for membership. 
4.	The Research Assessment Exercise is a principal means of making institutions in the UK accountable to the quality of their research. It produces quality profiles for each submission of research activity an institution makes. The quality profiles are used to determine monetary grants for research to the institution.
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